A History of the 2008 batch of Film Wing students at the FTII up to the Present Day 
(prepared by Dr. Kedarnath Awati, Professor of Music from March 1992, Dean, Faculty of Film 
between June 2008 and January 2011 and currently Acting Dean, Faculty of Film. Below is a 


summary best read as a review of a hypothetical book on the subject, a hundred times the size of the 


summary itself) 


Introduction: The FTII, Pune has two teaching wings: One related to TV which is looked after by 


the Dean (Faculty of TV) and the other related to film/cinema which is looked after by the Dean 


(Faculty of Film). 


The Faculty of Television conducts a variety of courses currently the most important of which are 
the one year courses in TV direction, TV Editing, Electronic Cinematography and TV Audiography. 
Their intake of students is 12 in each specialization adding up to 48 students every year. All these 
courses have been going on for several years without incurring significant delays. Accordingly, 


these courses do not fall under the purview of what follows. 


Genesis of the 2008 Batch of Film Wing Students 


It must be understood at the outset that in the year 2008 it was already clear to the faculty of the 
Film Wing that the syllabus being followed was seriously flawed inasmuch as it was not really 
possible to complete the three-year course in Film with the full complement of twelve students per 


specialization, within the stipulated time of three years. There is some relevant history here that 


needs to be sketched out in brief: 


In 1999, under the stewardship of Dr. Mohan Agashe a curriculum had been devised by the faculty 
members that had won accolades from film institutes from all over the world. John Carroll. an 
expert in Curricular Design for film schools was brought in from Charles Sturt University, Australia 
to share his experiences with the faculty. (FYI, he is currently I believe the Director of the 
Australian Film, Television and Radio School in Sydney.) The faculty came up with a program that 
involved replacing the existing three-year course into a successive program of three one-year 
programs as follows: There was at the first stage a One Year Basic Certificate course in Film 
and TV without specialization. 80 students were to be admitted this course. The second stage of the 
process was a One Year Certificate course in Film with specialization jn any of the following 


disciplines: Film Direction, Film Cinematography, Film Editing, Film Audiography. Students 
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passing the previous one-year course would have to apply afresh for this course and the number of 
seats were 12 in each specialization adding up to 48 students in all. In the third stage 32 students 
(eight in each of the aforementioned disciplines ) were to be admitted to a project-intensive one- 
course culminating in a Diploma in Film with the specializations mentioned above. Since each of 
these courses were complete in themselves, and since in this system many of the students coming 
out of the Basic course would not secure admission to the next higher course, it was decided to have 
a year ending project for each of these courses that could showcase the work of the student and 
provide a "show reel" for future employment. It was decided that all students of the Basic Course 
would do a DV film project as their year-ending project. In the second stage the following 
Certificate Course was to conclude with a dialogue project. The final stage with just 8 students in 


each batch was to have a number of projects culminating in the diploma film. 


As a result of a strike by students in August 2000 (who were protesting amongst other things against 
the forced elimination of students in the transition between their first year and second year and 
again between the second year and the third year) the above three-stage system was merged into a 
single three year course with "automatic movement" from year to year keeping all the year- 
ending projects intact without realizing that the original justification was no longer valid and 
the number of students in the final year were 50% more than originally planned for! 
Accordingly the faculty knew from that time itself (2001) that the schedule was going to haywire. 
Their predictions turned out to be accurate. The 64 students of the 2000 batch that joined up for the 
One year Basic course (we had room for 80 students but only 64 were found suitable) finally 
concluded only on 26th July 2004 having completed a three-year diploma in four-and-a-half years. 
Closer to the 2008 batch which remains the main subject under scrutiny, it is on record, for 
example, that the 2006 batch completed all their project requirements only in 2011. It is important 
therefore to note that in 2008, even before the new students had arrived on campus, the faculty was 


pretty much certain that there was no way that the incoming batch of students could possibly 


complete their work within the three years laid down. 


Relevant to the delays in the conducting of the three-year course for the 2008 batch of students, it 
would be appropriate to begin the story in March 2008. At that time there was a meeting of the new 
incoming director and the faculty members of the Film Wing. The faculty members expressed 
reservations about holding admissions that year for two reasons. First of all, that the existing 
batches at the institute were already showing signs of running late. Secondly, the former Professor 
and Head of Department of Film Direction had retired in 2005 and the post was lying vacant and 
was yet to be advertised. At that time (March 2008) the department of Film Direction was being 
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run by two persons who were on contract, one with experience in Film Appreciation and the Other 
with some experience in Film Production. Neither was really competent to teach either film 
direction or basic script-writing techniques.. Many other senior posts were also lying vacant but it 
was felt by the faculty members that the Film Direction faculty in particular has a unique role in the 
FTI as the work done by their students effectively determines the work done by students belonging 
to the other departments. In that sense at least, it was understood that the students of the Direction 
batch were the “first amongst equals” and that special care had to be taken that they were prepared 
to initiate and execute exercises and projects when they entered the project phase of their second 
year of study However, the FTII director made it clear that as far as the ministry was concerned 


admissions had to take place in 2008 itself 


The 2008 batch of the Film Wing commenced on 28" September 2008. The normal intake at the 
FTI was around 12 students per specialization (excepting for the Acting Specialization which took 
16 students every year) which included ICCR students from abroad and other foreign (including 
NRI) students that paid fees considerably more than the regular students. Around the time of the 
admission process there was an important supreme court ruling pertaining to OBC reservations. 
This was a major setback to a situation already quite dire. The ruling required that over a period of 3 
years the FTII had to fully implement 27.5% reservation for OBC candidates without reducing the 
number of general candidates. Accordingly, in 2008 we were obliged to fall in line with the 
supreme court judgement to the extent of 30% keeping the number of general category students at 


six. Accordingly, the following was the intake of students to the Film Wing as on 28" September 


2008: 
1) Film Direction: 13 students 


2) Film Cinematography: 14 students 

3) Film Editing: 13 students 

4) Film Audiography: 10 students 

5) Acting: 19 students 

6)Art Direction and Production Design: 13 students 


7) Screenplay Writing: 12 students 
The apparent disparity in numbers of students in the different disciplines is not unusual. Many 


students do not join and in some courses (notably Film Audiography) fewer students qualify to join 
the course. 


Of these courses begun in 2008, the Screenplay Writing Course completed their course of one year 


thout significant delay as did the courses in Acting (two years) and Art Direction (two 
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years). The matter of delay therefore is restricted to the four disciplines of Film Direction, Film 
Cinematography, Film Editing and Film Audiography. In total this is 50 out of the 143 students 
admitted. This does not include any of the other shorter courses conducted by the TV wing (as for 


example, the course conducted annually for the benefit of IIS probationers). 


After joining on 28th September 2008, the students of the 2008 batch began classes in the first week 
of October 2008. Their first year went off more or less on time. Because there were more students 
in number than was customary the faculty had predicted that all the students would complete their 
final year exercise (a DV project done by all students save for the Screenplay Writing Students) a 
little behind schedule. However in late July early August 2009, the swine flu virus made its first 
appearance in Pune. The precise course of the disease was not well understood, nor was the 
morbidity rate well-established. This was a perfect situation to engender panic in the city. This is 
precisely what happened. The attending physician for the institute recommended shutting down the 
institute and vacating the hostel for a week. Since most of the students were from out of Pune, this 
actually cost about one month's time in terms of their first year course duration. In actual fact the 


first year of the 2008 batch concluded in January 2010. This was already two-and-a-half months 


behind schedule. 


January 2010 to January 2011 


The second year commenced almost at once without much of a break around January 2010. The 
course work got over in 15 weeks. From 15th May to beginning of 19th June 2010 the students and 


faculty were on vacation. The students would normally have used this time as preparation time for 


their second year exercises. 


However there were several distractions immediately thereafter: First of all there was a major 
interruption to the academic program on account of an International Students’ Film Festival that was 
proposed on the occasion of one hundred years of Indian Cinema. This festival was held between 
25th September and 29th September 2010. However the preparation for the festival effectively 
reduced the academic time between July 2010 and October 2010 to nil at least as far as projects 
were concerned. And, as a consequence of this hiatus, the theory examination for the 2008 batch 
students now in their second year took place between 5th October and 10th October 2010. a full 
four months behind schedule. The Film Festival (at which Dev Anand was the guest of honour and 
‘n which the then Honorable Minister for 1&B, Smt. Ambika Soni was the chief guest) was a major 


e of delay that year and became a biennial source of delay by the recurring National Students 
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Film Festival events that took place at the FTII in 2013 and 2015. (For your information, the 
National Students’ Film Festival was held in the interleaving year 2014 at the SRFTI, Kolkata) 
Secondly, with the approval of the director, a new syllabus was being put together which was 
intended once and for all to propose a syllabus and a curriculum that would definitely not exceed 
three years duration in practice. Thirdly and finally, the institute had received a missive from the 
ministry that one of the requests made to the planning commission from the FTI for additional 
funds way back in 1999 (at the time of Dr. Agashe's directorship) had finally been taken into 
account by the Planning Commission 11 years after the request! We were informed that a sum of 
Rs. 40 crores that the Planning Commission had allocated could possibly come to the FTII provided 
that a proper financial report on its proposed expenditure was presented to and approved by the 
Planning Commission within the Financial Year 2010/2011. What on earth, one may ask, does a 
financial report have to do with the delay of students and their projects? What follows is a very 
brief account of how this financial report (later to be known infamously as the "Hewitt Report") was 
responsible for so much unnecessary disruption in the period from November 2010 onwards. As a 


matter of fact, the FTII has yet to recover from the events that followed: 


The new syllabus and curriculum received the final nod from thje Governing Council of the FTII 
under the chairmanship of the late Dr. UR Ananthamurthy in November 2010. The financial report 
meant for perusal of the Planning Commission, made by a company by the name of Hewitt was 
prepared and a number of FTII alumni and other experts were invited to take a look and approve in 
principle the format of the report. For some reason the students of the Film Wing tried to persuade 
the group of experts that the Hewitt report was not in fact a financial report but a disguised draft 
proposal meant to privatize the institute. Most persons on this panel of experts did not object to the 
financial report, however one very senior alumnus of the institute through something of a public 
tantrum denouncing very loudly the "efforts going on to privatize the institute." Thereafter, things 
went south pretty quickly. Not only did the Hewitt report become history but the suggestion made 
by some irresponsible alumni that the syllabus made and duly approved a month earlier be set aside 
and itself be made yet once more after taking inputs from "outside experts". So the one serious 


effort made after 1999 to create a viable three-year film course was effectively scuttled. 


Returning to the specific activities of the 2008 batch at that time, there were two projects scheduled 
for the second year as coordinated exercises involving the students of Direction, Editing, 
Cinematography and Audiography: 1) The Black and White Dramatic Exercise and 2) The Dialogue 
Exercise. In the course of acting as midwives to these projects it became clear that the direction 


students were woefully unprepared from the point of view of their Scripts. This lack of clarity on 
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their part led to a delay in the shooting of their exercises so in effect delaying the exercises of their 
team-mates from Cinematography, Editing and Audiography. This is the story so far. Now, on 
whom can we possibly lay the burden of responsibility for these unprepared direction 
students? The faculty had already given fair warning to the director in March 2008. The Ministry 
had not heeded the faculty members' observations and asked the Faculty to press on with new 
admissions. And, although this does not affect the 2008 batch directly, the students, by their 
rejecting the 2010 syllabus, effectively endorsed the flawed old syllabus thereby gifting future 
batches including the 2009 batch (students of which attended their first classes at the FTI only on 
January 11 2010), the 2011 batch (students of which attended their first classes at the FTI on 16th 
August 2011), the 2012 batch (students of which attended their first classes at the FTII on 30th 
August 2012) and the batch of 2013 (that began classes at the FTI on 23rd December 2013) with 
all the inherent pitfalls inevitable when the old syllabus and curriculum was applied to 48 


instead of 32 students in their third year. 


January 2011 to the Present Day 


In late 2010, just as the faculty had begun to think that things could not possibly get any worse (see 
the succeeding two paragraphs for details on the avatars that the dialogue project had to undergo 
between 2002 and 2008) it started becoming clear that the preparations and provisions that we had 
made for the impending digitization of the filmmaking process were not as foolproof as we had 
thought. We had loaded software like Pro Tools and Final Cut Pro on several computers all over 
campus and kept the facilities open for students of all years in the hope that they would make use of 
the facilities to familiarize themselves with the software. The students did not do so. Whether this 
happened on account of their having been through the "spoon-feeding" system of education 
prevalent today in most colleges or whether they simply did not have the time is something that is 
not known. However we found that as the 2006 and 2007 batch students came to last part of their 
exercises and projects - the sound post-production, we found out that they were often taking twice 
the number of shifts allotted. Experts from outside were got in to conduct special workshops, and 


also to advise on how many shifts for post-production could be regarded as a reasonable number . 


Accordingly norms in this matter were revised and/or relaxed. 


In order to understand the unpredictable nature of the development of new technology and the 
obsolescence of the old let us take a look at a harmless old exercise, the dialogue exercise. In the 
nineteen-eighties the dialogue exercise was a pretty straightforward exercise in the second year of 


the Film Wing curriculum that was designed to test the direction students’ ability to write a scene 
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with significant sections of dialogue while at the same time testing the sound students' ability to 
record syne dialogue with whatever means at their disposal, the cinematography students' sense of 
composition etc and the editors basic manual skills, For purposes of assessment the edited picture 


was screened together with the unprocessed sound. All this in 16mm which was the cheaper of the 


formats all around. 


Cut to 1998/99: This straightforward dialogue exercise is now elevated to the status of a full scale 
scale project in the 1998/1999 proposed curriculum to allow for a course-ending project at the end 
of the second year of study (so that students who left the institute at this level of study were able to 
take with them a show reel of sorts). What was a straightforward exercise now becomes a “finished 
product”. This was OK at that time because according to the curriculum proposed and approved, 


only 8 of the 12 would be able to get a place in the final year. 


Cut to 2002: As mentioned earlier the earlier 1+1+1 scheme has on account of the strike by the 
students has now been consolidated into a 3 year scheme. All students who would have had to 
compete for places in the third level of study now simply went from second to third year without 
any fresh admission. This dialogue exercise, this “finished product “ (which no longer has any 
pedagogical justification in any case) begins to have problems because the 16mm Black and White 
format is rapidly going out of fashion. The director of the FTI magnanimously declares that this 
exercise become a 35mm colour exercise. The production processes involved are complex enough 
to ensure that this is no longer just a landmark along the students’ journey but the new format 
entices the students into believing that this could be a fully polished project. A bit like a diploma 
film before the diploma film. Huge delays on this account as early as 2002 (the same year that the 


then Director introduced the changes.) 


Since then, no one at the FTII has thought fit to question the merit of or act on any of these matters, 
but technology is not bound to wait for the FTI and its endless series of arbitrary decisions. In the 
year 2004, the end result of the dialogue ("project" now, not an "exercise") and the diploma film 
each ended up as "married prints" on film. This means that the picture and soundtrack were laid 
side by side on a strip of cellulose acetate. It was still very physical, the material. Since 2013 the 
shooting is still done on film but the end result comes in the form of a very large digital file 
(roughly 100GB) called a Digital Cinema Package (DCP). Towards this end we have some of the 
‘nfrastructure but for some of the work (including the material that has been shot on film) the 
institute needs to use services from Mumbai. Since we have no control of the commercial labs in 


Mumbai, the latter tend not to do our digitization work unless and until they get enough material 


ise 


from us to make the process commercially viable for them. So there is a constant interface between 
the Film Institute with the processing laboratory, the digitization laboratory (also called a telecine 
laboratory), the colour-correction and grading laboratory and the Dolby Studios in Mumbai. This is 


yet another source of delay over which the FTII has no control. 
The Students, the Director, the Faculty and the Administration and the Ministry: 


The first thing to understand about the students is that most of them do not need the diploma for 
their future employment. On joining the post of Dean from March 2008, one of my priorities was to 
grant diplomas to so many of our ex-students who had left the institute in the 1990s! To my shock | 
discovered that there were many Direction ex-students who had simply not sent us their final 
requirement which was a feature film script. With great difficulty, and some help from GRAFTII, 
the F'TI's Alumni Association, we managed to get some of these former students to send us their 
screenplays which we then proceeded to assess post-haste and were finally able to grant some of 
these students there diplomas too. For the last fifteen years, the students have always been most 
interested in getting as many projects done at the FTII as possible, and ,this too, in as polished a 
fashion as possible. Even the simplest of exercises given to them take on (in their minds at least) 
the scale of a full project that can be publicly screened wowed. This simple fact explains in full 
their reluctance to endorse or even to simply acquiesce to any syllabus or curriculum change that is 


seen to "remove" projects. This attitude on their part must also count as a contributing factor to 


delays. 


Additionally, the expected delay as predicted by the faculty (and confirmed by the actual experience 
of the 2000 batch) was that the three year course would get over in about four-and-a-half years. 
However, this does not account for the analog-digital transition, the infrastructure acquisition and 
installation and the time required by students for familiarization with the new technology. Adding 
up, we come to a figure somewhere between four-and-a-half and five years as the expected 
completion time. Also, it must be pointed out that most of the students of the 2009 batch (which 
actually began their classes only in January 2010) managed to complete their projects by January 
2015 which agrees with the faculty estimate. However this was only possible by giving the 2009 
batch priority over the 2008 batch in terms of use of facilities. The logic used was that since the 
2009 batch was running more or less on schedule, they should be allowed to finish on time. 
Whether this was justified or not is beyond the scope of this summary. Basically, this decision 
allowed the 2009 batch to complete their projects (excepting, perhaps a student or two) in five years 


while pushing the 2008 batch into its seventh year. Despite all the arguments and calculations 
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presented in this paragraph, firstly it must be noted that there are students who manage to stick to 
schedules and then there are those who just can't get their act together. Secondly, the nature of the 
film-making process is such that once a film goes through the shooting process the tendency of the 
administration is always to try and see how best it can be completed rather than look for reasons 
why it should be stopped in its tracks. Thirdly, it must also be remembered that once a course Is 
delayed there are several factors that tend to extend rather than reduce the delay...for example, the 
sheer waiting for a project to happen (a project that could, say, be held up on account of a director 
not being able to come up with a script on time) often drives another student of the team, say, a 
cinematography student to assist some senior in Mumbai and perhaps earn a little money on the 
side. After all, the parents of students all expected to pay for three years of education and many of 


them had not planned for any expenditure beyond those three years. 


In any event, pushing a course, any course, beyond its stated duration is not acceptable. The above 
estimates are based on the dialogue exercise keeping its current avatar. And, one can hardly blame 
students for what must be regarded as an administrative failure. If everyone who mattered 
(specifically the faculty members) knew as early as late 2000 that the course as consolidated could 
not be executed in three years then how can students joining in 2008 be held responsible for delay 
when no one saw fit to rectify the contents of the course accordingly? Yes of course, the faculty 
knew, as did the outgoing director Dr. Agashe...but the view of former directors are easily ignored. 
As far as the faculty is concerned it must be noted that in its fifty year plus history, no one has 
bothered to listen to the faculty. Before understanding the position of the faculty on academic 


matters it is vital to get a picture of the de facto position of the director of the FTII in the scheme of 


things. 


To understand the role of the director, it must be first of all be understood that he has enormous 

power and that secondly, no one else at the FTII has any power at all. As a consequence the director 
of the FTII has to play (in addition to his formal role as director) the role of the Chief Rector of the 
Hostels, the Proctor of the Institute and, on occasion, a whole lot of other roles too, not excluding 
that of Chief Psychological Counsellor when two or more students have problems with each other. 
Despite this seeming omnipotence (or then again, because of such seeming omnipotence?) all 
incoming directors at the FTI (but most especially those who have come from the Administrative 

or Allied Services) have instantly been subject to unbearable pressure from various quarters. Those 
directors who are appointed from the civil services have a primary allegiance to the ministry and 
only a secondary one to the institution that we call the FTI. Even the thought of a strike on the part 


of anyone at the institute on their watch is a source of terror to them. The faculty and staff find 


(4) 


em 7 . -_, . it 7 
themselves constrained by the Civil Service Rules (or Regulations or whatever clause it is that 


permits disciplinary action to be taken against government employees). The Ministry of 1&B is of 
course to be obeyed but it is a thousand miles away! So, most often, it has been convenient for 
directors to largely ignore the concerns of the faculty and staff and present to the ministry the things 
that they want to hear while at the same time seeing to it that it is done in such a way that the 
students are placated if not indulged so that they do not go on strike. This state of affairs was not 
always so. There were some directors from the [AS who ruled with an iron hand but fairly. 
However it must be said that those directors who were deputed from the Information Service were 


guilty of this practice to a greater or lesser extent. It is easy to understand why: 


In the perception of the Ministry of I&B the FTII is but a tiny blip on a large radar screen. We are 
regarded as a media unit rather than an academic institution. To top it all, we are not even an arm of 
the government (like, say, the National Film Archives of India). We are an autonomous body run by 
a Governing Council whose actual independence is severely circumscribed by the fact that all 
decisions taken by the Governing Council of the FTII need ratification from the Ministry. The best 


news from the Ministry point of view at least is, “No news is good news!” 


The Governing Council, on several occasions ruled to improve the service conditions of the faculty. 
On each and every occasion such proposals have languished in the Ministry. In the perception of 
faculty members (whether right or wrong) this is due to two reasons. The first is that, as stated 
above we are too small to merit a big discussion in the Ministry. The second perception (again, 
right or wrong) is that bureaucrats in the Ministry would be uncomfortable having Professors at the 
FTII to be equal to them (perhaps even senior to them!) in terms of pay grade. These are all very 
good reasons for the FTII to be transferred lock, stock and barrel to the Ministry of HRD, because 
all the educational institutes under the Ministry of I&B account for less than 3% of its budget. In 
the Ministry of HRD, education is the very life-blood of the ministry and they understand very very 
clearly that the really crucial group in any educational institution is that of the 


teachers/researchers/faculty members. 


The Future 


It is the future of the 2008 batch that is the primary concern, but we should also be worried about 
the 2011, 2012 and 2013 batches as well since they too have been brought in under the curriculum 
that has projects that simply cannot be completed by students within the stipulated three years. 
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Secondly, the new syllabus and curriculum which is on the anvil needs to be carefully scrutinized to 
ensure that it is, in fact doable over a period of three years. The first year was never and will never 
be a problem. The project schedules planned for the second and third year will need to be examined 
most carefully. If it is found that one or more projects carry with them the possibility of delay they 
will need to be reconstituted in a fashion that makes delay impossible. This would be the 


responsibility of whoever has charge of the post of Dean Film Wing. 


The preparer of this note hopes that the above givers the readers a credible insight into the delays 


involved in the 2008 batch in particular and all film student batches from the batch that joined in the 
year 2000 and onwards. 


Kedarnath Awati 


